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Matter 2 Questions 18 & 19 
 

1. Introduction  

 

This statement has been produced by Cheffins Planning on behalf of a Peter and John Lofts, 

developers and landowners and others who own residential development interests in East 

Cambridgeshire. The Lofts and others have responded to the draft Local Plan consultations in 

November 2017 and wish to add to these representation via the examination.  

 

 2. Inspector’s Questions  

 
This statement is specifically concerned with two matters listed within the Inspector’s 
Questions namely: 

 “18 Nearly half of the housing requirement set out within the submitted Local Plan is 
 proposed to be delivered on strategic sites at Ely, Kennett, Littleport and Soham. Is the 
 strategy and distribution of development justified, effective, positively prepared and 
 consistent with the particular circumstances of East Cambridgeshire District?  
 
 19. Will the development strategy achieve the Council’s vision and strategic objectives and 
 deliver sustainable development for East Cambridgeshire? Does Policy LP3 clearly set out 
 the distribution of development and is the settlement hierarchy justified? Does the 
 evidence suggest that some settlements should be placed at different levels within the 
 hierarchy? If so, what implications would this have, if any, on the development strategy?”  

 

 These representations are particularly concerned at how the settlement hierarchy has been 
 manipulated to justify the significant increase of development (320%) in Kennett over and 
 above its existing level. 

These representations will also consider the inconsistencies in the Settlement Hierarchy which 
is resulting in the majority of development being targeted towards four settlements, whereas 
there is a clear and compelling need for development to be more evenly distributed across 
the district, particularly the south given travel to work patterns.  
 
It is considered that LPS3 is being used to restrict development in sustainable settlements that 
are quite capable of accommodating further growth and this policy is failing to provide 
development in the south of the District where there is clear demand and fails to address and 
recognise the draw that Cambridge has on housing need and traffic issues.  
 
 3.The adopted Local Plan and Submission Plan  
 
As analysis of the Settlement Hierarchy Evidence report highlights at paragraph 3.2 that the 
lack of any Settlement Hierarchy in the adopted Local Plan contributed to a higher proportion 
of growth being directed to the four largest settlements and that this was a higher proportion 
than their population base. This was portrayed as a negative issue but the submission plan is 
looking to perpetuate this approach with a further 470 dwellings proposed in Soham in 
addition to the 1617 dwelling allocations being rolled forward from the 2015 plan. In contrast 
in Burwell only 417 homes are proposed versus 3000 dwellings, whereas 1,853 dwellings are 
proposed in Littleport versus 3,360 dwellings. This demonstrates the imbalances in the local 
plan with the market pressures and demands in Burwell being significantly greater than those 
of Littleport, which is further evidenced by the higher CIL charges attributed to Burwell.  
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Furthermore, allocations in settlements such as Burwell will bring significantly higher 
community benefits in terms of affordable housing and CIL contributions. In addition, whilst 
the Council may have granted planning permissions within Littleport, the historic rate of 
delivery provides little comfort that these sites will be delivered in a timely manner.  
 
The particular circumstances of East Cambridgeshire are not dissimilar to any of the Districts 
surrounding Cambridge, in that out commuting from East Cambridgeshire to Cambridge is 
significant. In reality this has resulted in pressure for settlements in the south of the District 
to deliver houses. This was previously recognised at Policy HOU3 Affordable Housing of the 
2015 Adopted Plan which required housing within the south of the District to provide 40% 
affordable housing and that within the north 30%. It is interesting to note that only Burwell 
falls within the south of the District and all the sites proposed for development in Burwell have 
been granted consent, with no new allocations proposed. This is despite the unquestionable 
sustainability credentials and market demand for housing in Burwell, close to Cambridge.  
 
The suitability of the north of the District to actually deliver growth is also questioned by an 
analysis of the Right Homes in the Right Places Initiative with Fenland District Council to the 
north of East Cambridgeshire seeing a 14.83% reduction in housing numbers whereas South 
Cambridgeshire will need a 22.23% increase.  
 
The question as to the appropriateness of Soham and Littleport for development at the scale 
proposed can be ascertained from a study of the allocations within the adopted and emerging 
Local Plans. In Soham the majority of the allocations have rolled forward with an additional 
three sites being proposed. In Littleport a similar situation exists with the existing allocations 
rolling forward and a further 1450 dwellings proposed in addition to the 403 dwellings which 
have consent. Whereas all the allocations in Burwell have consent.  This plan clearly does not 
attempt to address the stated imbalance detailed in the Settlement Hierarchy Evidence report 
highlighted at paragraph 3.2. Even taking into account Kennett, the number of dwellings being 
apportioned to Littleport and Soham is excessive and the reason for this imbalance has not 
been justified. There are also questions as to what the housing market can actually deliver in 
these towns without the market becoming saturated.  
 
Whilst we accept that development should be made on a proportionate basis across the 
district, there are significant questions in relation to whether the site allocations in the north 
of the district (such as in Soham and Littleport) are viable and deliverable. As such, this raises 
significant doubt as to whether they are capable of providing any valid contribution to the 
housing land supply in the district in the next five years and the spatial strategy over the wider 
Local Plan period. This is already alluded to in the wording of Policy LP2 which implies that 
proportionate growth across the district (i.e. in smaller settlements) would boost delivery and 
supply. The distribution of growth, as proposed by Policy LP2 is flawed as does not reflect 
market demand for housing which is unquestionably greater in locations such as Burwell, 
Stretham, Sutton and Fordham. 
 
We contend that the Council should seek to promote proportionate development including 
the smaller settlements in the district rather than relying on a largely towns-led approach to 
provide the level and distribution of growth proposed, which is in line with the draft NPPF. 

 The plan also fails to recognise that Cambridge is acting as a draw, increasing pressure for 
 development in the south of the district, whereas the plan is inexplicably maintaining a bias 
  



Matter 2 Questions 18 & 19 
 

 
towards development in Littleport, which has a limited economic base resulting in out commuting to 
Cambridge and Peterborough.  
 
The imbalance in the settlement hierarchy is clearly represented by Kennett which has only 160 
dwellings at present and has been reclassified as medium village from a small village. The question 
has to be raised as to whether the evidence base for this reclassification been contrived to justify an 
allocation of 500 dwellings, which is based on political desires as opposed to sound planning reasons. 
The adopted plan raised concerns about too much development being directed to too few dwellings, 
whereas the 320% increase in Kennett is not seen as an issue. 

It should also be noted that Policy LP3 states that “Allocations for housing and/or employment 
purposes have been made for all settlements in the top two tiers, and some of the third tiers”. The 
proposal to provide 500 dwellings at Kennett is totally at odds with the scale of development in this 
medium village being greater than any other medium village and in excess of those proposed for most 
large villages. The plan needs to address this anomaly or explain why this has not occurred. 

It is contended that Burwell should fall into the same category of the settlement hierarchy as Soham 

and Littleport. In terms of the existing housing stock and the current level of services/facilities, Burwell 

is very similar with about 3,000 dwellings in Burwell, 3360 in Littleport and 4540 in Soham. The range 

of services/facilities in Burwell is in excess of other Large Villages.  

  

These issues raise the question as to how the settlement hierarchy is being used (or not) to plan future 

growth and on what basis the settlement hierarchy has been defined. It should be noted that that 

outline planning permission has been granted for 350 dwellings In Burwell for the remaining housing 

site allocated in the 2015 Local Plan, with the other windfall site under construction and no further 

allocations are proposed. It is surprising for a settlement of this size that so little development is 

proposed, this is especially the case when compared with Soham. This again raises the question as to 

how the settlement hierarchy is being used to distribute growth and on what basis the settlement 

hierarchy has been formulated.  

 

it seems perverse that LP3 provides for community-led development at all levels of the settlement 

hierarchy. This policy may well encourage large scale development in inappropriate locations which 

dominate existing small settlements. ‘Community-led development’ is development and the fact that 

it is community-led is not an issue in strategic planning considerations. Development should be 

steered towards appropriate locations irrespective of who is promoting it. There is nothing in the NPPF 

which supports this stance. It should be qualified by stating that Community-led development will be 

supported in principle proportionate to the relevant location. There is a suspicion that this approach 

is purely to assist in justifying the large CLT allocation at Kennett 

 

As stated in earlier representations it is stated that Ely, Soham and Littleport, whilst having 45% of the 

current population will have 85% of the planned development. This has not changed with the current 

plan and with the addition of Kennett this will now increase this to 50%.  

 

The decision at paragraph 4.6 to re-categorise Kennett as a medium village is perverse. The village 

only has 160 dwellings, which is the same size as all the small villages. The facilities within the village 

are being used as justification to skew the classification of this village and move it up the settlement 

hierarchy. This decision is clearly at odds with the rejection to change the settlement classification of  
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Burwell to a Main Settlement or downgrade Wicken to a Small Village. The decision to reclassify 

Kennett is based on the political desire to provide a 500 dwelling CLT led scheme, rather than an 

informed assessment of the capacity of the settlement to accommodate proportionate development, 

albeit the originally proposed large site has the capacity to provide 1000 dwellings.  

The NPPF does not advocate that CLT or similar schemes can disregard the principles regarding 

development in the open countryside. Whilst a  smaller scheme, proportionate to the scale of the 

development proposed may be more acceptable a 320% increase in the size of the village clearly is 

not appropriate or sustainable. 

 4.Conclusion  

We do not consider that the entirety of Policy LP3 is positively prepared, justified, effective or 

consistent with national planning policy. We do not consider that the proposed settlement hierarchy 

reflects actual market demand in the district and we consider that development should be more 

evenly distributed in sustainable locations in the district. 

It is contended that the Council is using Policy LPS3 to restrict development in sustainable settlements 

that are quite capable of accommodating further growth and it is also failing to provide development 

in the south of the District where there is a clear demand and where development is more viable than 

other locations. The Settlement Hierarchy needs to be reconsidered and proportionate development 

provided across the District and ensure that development will be delivered.  

 


